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Table 7: Permit Hours and Policies

COMPS Permit Hours

Alowable 12712 3 45 67 8 910112123 456789 WOHOVemighT
Permit Hours AM AM AM AM AM AM AM AM AM AM AM AM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM (Yes/No] Display Type

Newport Beach (Balboa Lot Overnight Permit) 24 Hrs Yes Decal
Newport Beach (Balboa Village - Patron/Resident{ 2 Hrs Limit No Lic Plate
Newport Beach (Balboa Vilage - Employeg) - - - No Lic Plate
Santa Monica Day Beach Permit Sunrise-Sunset No  Hangtag/Decal
Santa Monica Day Lot Permit (Employees) Sunrise-Sunset No  Hangtag/Decal
Santa Monica Overnight Resident Permit 24 Hrs Yes  Hongtag/Decal
Redondo Beach (Annual Meter Permit) - - |- Decal
Redondo Beach (Riviera Village Employee Permit - Hangtag
Long Beach (Marina Green) 8am-8pm No -

Long Beach (Alamitos Beach) 8pm-8am Yes

Long Beach (Junipero Lof) 8pm-8am Yes

Long Beach (Belmont Pier) 8pm-8am Yes

Long Beach (Granda & Ocean) 8am-8pm No

Long Beach (La Verne & Ocean) 8pm-8am Yes

Long Beach (54th/Claremont & Ocean) 8pm-8am Yes

Long Beach (72nd P & Ocean Overflow) 8am-8pm No

Source: Walker Parking Consultants, 2016

In comparing the hours that permit holders can park in lotfs, there aren’t many similarities
between cities. For example, the closest comparison to Long Beach are the day passes offered
by Santa Monica as they both have similar allowable hours. However, Long Beach has well
defined allowable hours for day pass permit holders (8:00 AM — 8:00 PM), while Santa Monica
uses the vague definition of Sunrise to Sunset.

With respect to policy comparisons, the biggest difference between Long Beach and Santa
Monica is that for the overnight permits, Santa Monica can limit its issuance of permits to locals.
In order to be issued an overnight permit in Santa Monica, a person must provide proof of
residence in the form of a utility bill, credit card bill, or bank statement, and a valid California
venhicle registration. In contrast, in Long Beach, anyone, local or not, may purchase an overnight
Pass.

Of course, the key here is that Long Beach cannot limit the purchase of overnight permits to
locals, given its previous dealings with the California Coastal Commission. It is our understanding
that Santa Monica has been able to restrict overnight permits to residents/locals as its system
has been grandfathered in.
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FIELD OBSERVATIONS

As part of this engagement Walker was tasked with visiting the City's beach lots to gain an
understanding of parking operations and the level of activity in each lot.

In tfotal, Walker visited eleven lofs:

e Pier Point Landing e LaVerne & Ocean
e Marina Green e 54 /Claremont & Ocean
e Alamitos Beach e Mothers Beach
e Junipero e 72ndP| & Ocean (Overflow)
e Belmont Pier e 720dP| & Ocean
e Granada & Ocean
LOT OCCUPANCIES

Walker conducted occupancy counts on Tuesday August 30, 2016, at each of the
aforementioned lots, the results of which are shown in the following table.

Table 8: Beach Lot Occupancies

Total Total Time of
Lots Inventory Occ Occ % Count
Pier Point Landing 146 83 57% 8:00
Marina Green 388 205 53% 9:00
Alamitos Beach 138 46 33% 9:30
Junipero Beach 412 44 11% 9:45
Belmont Pier 273 32 12% 10:00
Granada and Ocean 163 52 32% 10:45
La Verne and Ocean 139 5 4% 11:00
S54th/Claremont and Ocean 152 18 12% 11:15
72nd and Ocean (Overflow) 62 2 3% 11:30
72nd Pl and Ocean 90 8 9% 11:30
Mothers Beach 158 40 25% 11:45
Total 2121 548 26%

Source: Walker Parking Consultants, 2016.

The occupancies on the day of observations were generally low as seen in the previous table.
The lowest occupancy was in the La Verne and Ocean Lot with 4 percent occupancy at 11:00
AM. The highest occupancy was at the Pier Point Landing Lot with 57 percent occupancy rate
at 8:00 AM. Most of the vehicles in the Pier Point Lot displayed parking permits from the Marine
Bureau on the dashboard.
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While it was expected that occupancies could be low on Tuesday morning, the purpose of
Walker's visit was to get a sense as to how the lots are operating, what kind of parking
information is being disseminated, and if there was any evidence of permit parking. As it turns
out, there were several lots that contained venhicles that were displaying a number of different
permits.

PERMIT COUNT

Key Takeaway: In the Alamitos Lot which contains high numbers of permit-displaying vehicles,
there seems to be a high percentage of fare evasion. Evidence of insufficient enforcement, or a
relaxed approach to enforcement could lead to problems with demand and revenue.

In addition to getting an overall count of the beach lots, Walker also counted the number of
permits found in each lot. Although, this is not an exhaustive count per the limits of the scope, it
gives us an indication of how many permits are sfill in use given the City's suspension of day
permit sales and recent re-issuing of overnight permits.

Table 9: Permit Count

No. of % Permits
Total Permits Total Out of |[Time of
Lots Inventory | Observed | Occ  Occ % Occ Count
Pier Point Landing 146 55 83 57% 66% 8:00
Marina Green 388 - 205 53% - 9:00
Alamitos Beach 138 40 46 33% 87% 9:30
Junipero Beach 412 - 44 11% - 9:45
Belmont Pier 273 13 32 12% A% 10:00
Granada and Ocean 163 18 52 32% 35% 10:45
La Verne and Ocean 139 2 5 4% 40% 11:00
54th/Claremont and Ocean 152 4 18 12% 22% 11:15
72nd and Ocean (Overflow) 62 - 2 3% - 11:30
72nd Pl and Ocean 90 - 8 9% - 11:30
M others Beach 158 - 40 25% - 11:45
Total 2121 140 548 26% 26%

Source: Walker Parking Consultants, 2016.

One of the key findings from our permit count is that 87 percent of the total cars counted in the
Alamitos lot had permit decals. This is important as currently no day passes are offered in this lof,
and the overnight passes are not valid at 9:30 AM (time of our observation). While most
customers honored the payment of fees, there are some that did not pay to park as evidenced
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by the data provided by the operator. This could be evidence of under-enforcement of existing
parking policies.

At the time of our count, there were 46 cars total in the Alamitos lot, 18 of which were on the
southern side of the lot separated by a chain-link fence. We weren't sure if these 18 cars were
related to an event or construction, but nonetheless we assumed that they were, and thus
exempt from payment. That leaves 28 cars that possibly paid and parked. Juxtaposing the
payment data with our observations, we found that there were actually only 11 cars that paid
to be in the lot. This means that 37 percent of the cars that were in the lot at the time of our
observations did not pay to park.

This is important as it indicates that there may be issues with enforcement. Either there are
insufficient resources to support enforcement efforts, or the City is using enforcement as a
customer service tactic, meaning that enforcement is not stringent so as to not cause an uproar.
The trouble with limited enforcement, is that it affects a paying customer’s ability to find parking,
especially when the City has indicated a concern in the levels of parking demand. This means
that some paying customers may be accessing parking that is being occupied by non-paying
motorists.

Per our observations and payment data provided by the City, the following table shows the
number of vehicles that did not pay for parking during our site visit.

Table 10: Number of Unpaid Vehicles Per Lot

%
No.of Unpaid
Total Total Unpaid from Time of
Lots Inventory Occ Vehicles Occ Count
Pier Point Landing 146 83 16 19% 8:00
Marina Green 388 205 - - 9:00
Alamitos Beach 138 46 17 37% 9:30
Junipero Beach 412 44 - - 9:45
Belmont Pier 273 32 9 28% 10:00
Granada and Ocean 163 52 - - 10:45
La Verne and Ocean 139 5 5 100% 11:00
54th/Claremont and Ocean 152 18 6 33% 11:15
72nd and Ocean (Overflow) 62 2 - - 11:30
72nd Pl and Ocean 90 8 - - 11:30
M others Beach 158 40 - - 11:45
Total 2121 548 53 10%

Source: Walker Parking Consultants, 2016.

Evidence of non-payment was also found in the Belmont Pier Lot. During our observations we
counted a total of 32 cars in the lot, 7 of which were parked in disabled parking spaces. This
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leaves 25 cars that were required to pay to park. Looking at the payment data provided by the
City, 16 cars out of the 32 paid, coupled with the vehicles parked in disabled spaces that
accounts for 23 cars. This means that 9 or 28 percent of the vehicles in the lot at the time of our
observations did not pay to park. Interestingly, we counted 13 cars with permits in the lot, thus
we assume that 4 vehicles displaying day permits paid for parking. It is our assumption that the
non-paying vehicles were those which displayed day permit decals.

Of course, as mentioned at the beginning of the memorandum, this is only a general review of
beach parking operations, but this finding certainly warrants further study.

ACCESS AND REVENUE CONTROL

Gateless pre-paid parking is available in each of the subject lots via either Luke 2 pay by space
multi space credit, cash, and coin accepting meters, Duncan single space coin accepting
meters, or Pacific Parking pay and display credit, cash, or coin accepting pay station. No pay

by phone sighage was observed in any of the subject lofts.

The pay information in the Granada lot is quite confusing. Walker noticed customers struggling
to understand the payment policy for the unmetered spofts.

Afterhours access to the lots is either uncontrolled or controlled via gate arms or metal cattle
style barrier gates. Subject lots observed with closable gates were:

e 727d & Ocean e Belmont Pier
e Granada & Ocean e Junipero Lot

Locking swinging gates could be added to control access to:

e Pier Point Landing e La Verne & Ocean
e Marina Green e 54t & Claremont
e Alamitos Lot e Mother's Beach

LENGTH OF STAY ANALYSIS

One of the City's concerns is access for all users of the beach lofs. Users include visitors, area
employees, residents, and fisherman to name a few. As such, Walker reviewed data provided
by the City to better understand how long different user groups are occupying the lot. Given
the scope of this engagement, this analysis is meant to serve as an informative snapshot
highlighting issues in need of further study. Having said that, the following figures present length
of stay data for the Alamitos Lot and Belmont Pier Lof.
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The data used for this analysis is from 2016. For each lot, four sample days were selected, two
during the off-peak (winter), and two during the peak (summer). The two days selected in each
season are composed of one weekday (Thursday) and one weekend day (Saturday). The
reason for the selection of these days is to compare the activity in the lot during peak and off-
peak season and weekdays and weekends.

In the subsequent figures (2 and 3), the blue and white bars represent off-peak season days,
and the red and yellow bars represent peak season days.

Figure 2: Length of Stay - Alamitos Lot

Alamitos Lot
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Source: Walker Parking Consultants, 2016.

In looking at the vehicle duration data for the Alamitos Lot, we see that most users occupy the
lof for 1 to 4 hours. This is evidenced by the data which demonstrates that vehicles that stayed
1 to 4 hours accounted for 91% of all cars on Saturday February 27, 100% of all cars on Thursday
March 3, 91% of all cars on Saturday August 6, and 92% of all cars on Thursday August 4. Our
assumption is that the bulk of vehicles within the 1 to 4-hour mark are visitors, beyond four hours,
we assume that there is a mix of users comprised of area employees and residents.
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Additionally, in looking at the data we see that both weekdays and weekends in the summer
experience higher instances of short-term visitor parking. This is likely due to increased demand
in the summer.

At the Belmont Pier Lot, we see similar patterns of use. An analysis of the data reveals that 91%
of cars stayed between 1 to 4 hours on Saturday February 13, 86% of all cars on Thursday
February 11, 82% of all cars on Saturday August 6, and 87% of all cars on Thursday August 4
stayed between 1 to 4 hours.

Figure 3: Length of Stay - Belmont Pier Lot

Belmont Pier Lot
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Source: Walker Parking Consultants, 2016.

It is imperative to note however, that the data only represents the number of vehicles that
actually paid for parking. Permit parkers and/or motorists who did not pay to park are not
reflected in this data. And, as we have found from our site visits, there are several vehicles that
are not accounted for that add to the parking occupancy and may have extended lengths of
stay that we are unaware of.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Upon review of the City's beach parking system, there are steps that Long Beach can take to
remedy the issues identified.

Conduct occupancy counts at night, looking for permit vs. non-permit vehicles. This will
help inform how accessible these lofs are at night, and how they are used after hours,
when the lots are meant to be closed.

Occupancy counts during the peak (summer) to gauge both permit and tfransient
activity, both day and night on weekdays and weekends.

Facilitate enforcement of permit parking. City should consider Barcodes or license plate
as permit credentialing, enforced via Mobile LPR. This will allow for tracking of permit data
for a more complete analysis of the system.

Create a uniform way of presenting parking information, same types of signs in all lofts.
Develop an identity/brand for the Long Beach parking system that can be easily
recognized by customers.

Improve wayfinding (signage) from the street, beach lots are difficult to find as there is
no signage on the street; Alamitos, Junipero, Belmont Pier, and Granada & Ocean Lots
are difficult to find.

Eliminate the daily max rate of 20 minutes in the Pier Point and Marina Green Lotfs.

Align all of the parking programs (e.g., Parks, Recreation and Marine, and Public Works)
so that there is one central parking department in charge of all permit programs and rate
schedules.

The hours of operation for the lots should be standardized across all entities (i.e., California
Coastal Commission, Municipal Code, Posted Info). Eliminate the sunrise to sunset
description and instead define the hours from 5:00 AM to 12:00 AM.
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COMPARABLE MUNICIPAL PREFERNTIAL PARKING PROGRAMS

Many coastal California cities experience residential parking issues r

in the City of Long Beach. Like Long Beach, several coastal cities

preferential parking programs of some form to address the img

residential streets. While Long Beach has managed to implemen

permit program in its beach lots, other cities like Santa Monica, Sa

Hermosa Beach have also managed to create preferential parking districts on readenhol s’rreeTs
in the coastal zone.

Our research and experience suggests that the key to the success of other cities’
implementation of preferential parking districts is an effective demonstration to the Coastal
Commission that each city’s program preserves or does not impede access to the coast. The
cities were able to demonstrate that their programs do not impact coastal access in a variety
of ways, but the key arguments are generally as follows:

e Cities demonstrated that the parking spaces slated for preferential parking were not
being used by beachgoers to access the coast.

e Residential development surrounding the spaces slated for preferential parking was built
with inadequate/limited on-site parking per today’s standards.

e The public was not excluded entirely from parking in the preferential parking districts. Two-
hour limited parking allowed for public day time use of those spaces when beach
demand is high. Preferential parking (i.e., resident-only parking) only went into effect in
the evening when beach demand is low.

Under these circumstances the aforementioned cities have had relative success in having their
preferential parking programs approved. Should the City of Long Beach pursue the
implementation of a preferential parking program, our research indicates that it may be
possible to gain Commission approval; however, significant deliberations with the Coastal
Commission for approval of such programs should be expected.

It is important to note that the identified approach does not guarantee success. The Coastal
Commission takes a case-by-case approach to every application, thus past approvals have not
necessarily set a precedent for future approvals. Also, while several preferential parking permits
have been approved historically, it is our understanding that the Coastal Commission in recent
years may be leaning away from approving these types of programs.

Additionally, the City needs to consider the effect that such programs may have on the parking
system as a whole. By implementing preferential parking for one group, even if coastal access
remains unaffected, there may be other surrounding land uses that may be impacted. For
example, limiting on street parking to residential use in areas surrounded by commercial uses
could have a negative impact on businesses that rely on those spaces. Before implementing a
preferential parking program, the City should consider all the potential impacts of the program.
Doing so will allow the City to better balance the needs of all stakeholders, and make informed
decisions regarding the broader parking policy.
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PREFERENTIAL PARKING DISTRICTS

Historically, cities have found it difficult if not impossible to implement preferential parking
districts in the coastal zone. The Coastal Commission typically opposes any program which
favors one group over another when it comes to parking that can be used to access the coast,
as preferential parking districts do. However, some cities have been successful in getting
applications for the establishment of preferential parking districts approved. The successful plans
have generally maintained access of district spaces for public use, at least during the day, when
beach parking demand is high. The following examples demonstrate how different cities have
managed to implement preferential parking districts.

SANTA MONICA

The City of Santa Monica has had success in implementing preferential parking districts through
the Coastal Commission’s application process. Prior to 2003, the City submitted eight coastal
permit applications for preferential parking districts. In 1999 seven were approved. In 2003, the
City applied for an additional preferential parking district which the Coastal Commission
approved with a five-year sunset provision. To continue the program, the City needed to
demonstrate that it was operating as designed, and that coastal access was maintained.

The City’'s 2003 permit application called for restrictions on public on-street parking along nine
blocks in the coastal zone. The area is bounded by Ocean Avenue, Montana Avenue, 4 Street,
and California Street. The permit allowed for residential permit parking only during the hours of
6PM to 8AM. During all other hours, there was a two-hour time limit on those spaces.

The reasons why Santa Monica was able to get the 2003 permit approved are as follows:

e The City could demonstrate, through a parking study, that the on-street parking
spaces in question were being occupied by visitors to the commercial areas such
as the Third Street Promenade or Montana Avenue, not beachgoers. Thus, the
competition for these spaces was between residents and visitors of commercial
areas, not visitors attempting to access the coast. As such, the implementation of
this program did not preclude beachgoers from accessing the coast.

e The proposed district is also characterized as older residential development from
the 1920s to 1950s. As such, it was determined that there is limited or insufficient
off-street parking for residents.

e The City also ensured that access to these spaces was open to the general public
during the day, when peak beach demand occurs. The City implemented two-
hour time limits in these areas.
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There are several examples at the City of Santa Monica that demonstrate the type of restrictions
that have been implemented. Figure 1 on the next page, shows some of the approved
preferential parking districts.

While Santa Monica has had success in implementing preferential parking districts, past
approvals have not set a precedent for future approvals. Conversations with staff suggest the
likelihood that each application is evaluated on a case-by-case basis. As such, if the City of
Long Beach attempted to use the same formula as the City of Santa Monica to submit a permit
application for the creation of a preferential parking district, precedent is no guarantee that it
will succeed.
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Figure 1: Santa Monica's Preferential Parking Zones Within the Coastal Zone

Permit# | Zone Location Parking Restrictiong

5-99-045 A Vicente Terrace, between Appian Way on the west No parking or stopping during the hours of 9:00
and Ocean Avenue to the east. AM and 6:00 PM without a permit

5.99-046 B |Fraser, Hart, and Wadsworth Avenues between No parking or stbpping anytime without a permit

Bamard Way and Neilson Way; the north side of
Ocean Park Bouievard between Bamard Way and
Neilson Way; Bicknell Avenue, Pacific Street, and
Strand Street between Neilson Way and Ocean
Ayenue; and Hollister Avenue between Neilson Way
and Ocean Avenue/Bamard Way

5-99-047 C Second and Third Streets between Ocean Park No parking or stopping during the hours of 6:00
Boulevard and the south City limits; Hiil Street p.m. to 2:00 a.m. without a permit

between Main Street and Fourth Street; and Beach
Street, Ashland Avenue, and Marine Street between
Main Street and Third Street, excepting there from
the portion of any such street directly adjacent to a
school, church, or license day care facility in other
than a place of residence and excepting there from
any metered parking space from use by permittees

5-99-048 F Hill and Raymond Streets, between Lincoln No parking or stopping for more than two hours

Boulevard and Seventh Street between the hours of 7.00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.
without a permit

5-99-049 l Second and Third Street from Ocean Park Boulevard | No parking or stopping for more than one hour
to Strand Street; Strand Street, Hollister Avenue, and | between the hours of 9:00a.m. and 6:00 p.m.
Ocean Park Boulevard from Main Street to Third withaut a pemmit, and no parking or stopping
Street; Norman Place from Main Street to Second adjacent to any curb between the hours of 6:00
Street; and Miles Street from Second Street to Third | p.m. and 2:00 a.m. without a permit
Street

5-99-050 M Third Street between Pico Boulevard and Strand No parking or stopping for more than two hours

Street; Bay Street between Neilson Way and Third between the hours of 9:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.
Street; Bicknell Avenue between Neilson Way and without a permit, and no parking or stopping
Third Street; Pacific Street between Neilson Way and | between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 2:00 a.m.
Third Street, and Bicknell Avenue between Third and | without a permit

Fourth Streets

5-99-051 P Barnard Way frontage road at the south curve, 24-hour preferential parking district for residents
adjacent to 3356 Barnard Way only with no parking or stopping any time without
a permit
597-215 & Along Adelaide Drive and Fourth Street, between No parking or stopping during the hours of 6:00
5-00219 Adelaide Drive and San Vicente Boulevard p.m. to 8:00 a.m. without a permit

Source: Coastal Commission Staff Report, 2003
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The City’s preferential parking permit program is still in use today. While Walker could not confirm
the renewal of the 2003 coastal permit, residents today can purchase an annual permit in the
form of a decal to be affixed on the left side of the rear bumper or a hangtag to be hung from
the rearview mirror. The rates for these permits are as follows:

Figure 2: Preferential Parking Permit Rates

Resident Permits — Annual Rates Effective Oct 1, 2013
First 520
Second 525
Third 540
Fourth or more S&0

Resident Permits Issued 6 Months or Less from Expiration

First 510
Second 515
Third 525
Fourth or more 535

Visitor Permits — Annual
Each (maximum of 2) | 530

Visitor Permits Issued 6 Months or Less from Expiration
Each (maximum of 2) | 515

Temporary Permits

30-Day Permit (new resident) Free
One-Day Guest, self-print Free
One-Day Guest, pick up from office 52 each

Stolen/Lost Permits

1* stolen, with Police report Free

2" stolen, with Police report 50% of cost
3" stolen, with Police report, or any replacement w/o Police report

(Lost permit) Full cost

Source: City of Santa Monica, 2013



MEMORANDUM ' WALKER
PARKING DISTRICTS RESEARCH HRERWIRINE

PAGE 6

Per the City of Santa Monica this rate structure reflects the City’s policies to better manage
parking through pricing, by keeping the price of the first two permits relatively low and the price
for additional permits high. The limits on purchasing permits, while not explicitly capped for
residential permits, are as follows:

¢ One annual residential permit per vehicle registered at the current Santa Monica
residential address.

e Up to two annual visitor permits per household.

e Up to 25 one-day temporary permits per specific date, and up to 300 per permit year,
for private events at permit holder’s home (must have a valid resident or visitor permit to
access this feature).

Additionally, residential permit parking is only allowed within a two-block radius of the permit-
holder’s address. Permits are not valid in the City’s parking structures, lots, or beach lofts.

SANTA CRUZ

In 1979, the City of Santa Cruz submitted an application to restrict public parking during summer
weekends from 1TAM to 5PM, essentially creating a preferential parking district for residents to
utilize on-street spaces in the Live Oak residential area. The City mitigated the effects of the loss
of available on-street spaces by implementing day use permits open to the general public,
providing remote lots, and a free shuttle service. The Coastal Commission found that the City’s
mitigation measures sufficed the issue of coastal access for the general public and approved
the permit. The day permit is still used today.

In 1983, the City of Santa Cruz submitted an application for a residential permit district in another
part of the City (Beach Flats) just north of the beach and boardwalk. The area is a mixture of
residential and commercial/visitor uses. The area was originally developed with summer
cottages on small lots and narrow streets. Over the years the cottages were converted to more
typical housing, albeit with insufficient off-street parking, which coincided with increasing
numbers of visitors to the area. The result was competition for on-street parking between
residents and visitors.

The Coastal Commission reviewed the city's application and approved the permit for the
following reasons:

e There was parking available for visitors in public lofs.
e There was adequate and available public parking in non-metered spaces.
e A condition of approval was that parking permits be limited to only those residences that

had insufficient off-street parking. Newer developments could not get preferential
permits. Thus, the City issued permits only to those residences that lacked parking options.
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The County of Santa Cruz now administers the Live Oak Parking Program which is still in use
today. Residents of Live Oak can apply for up to five permits per residence. The first two permits
are free decals to be affixed on the vehicles, any additional permits are offered at a cost of $15
each, these come in the form of a transferrable hangtag. Permits are valid from the first
weekend in April to the first weekend in September.

Additionally, the City of Santa Cruz administers the Westside Residential Parking Program which
also offers up to five permits per household, two resident and three guest permits. The price for
each of the permits is $25 and they are valid from September 15t through June 30, Up to 30
daily permits per year may also be purchased at a price of $2 each.

HERMOSA BEACH

Similar to Santa Cruz's Live Oak preferential permit district, Hermosa Beach had success many
years ago in implementing a preferential permit district. The City submitted a similar application
for a preferential permit district in 1982 for an area adjacent to the coastline and extending
inland approximately 1,000 feet. The proposed district included both residential and downtown
commercial uses. The district was intended to relieve parking congestion near the beach.

The City created a two-pronged approach for the program. First, the city disincentivized parking
close to the beach; second, the City provided free parking in remote areas to replace the
restricted on-street spaces. The Coastal Commission denied the permit as proposed, but
provided conditions of approval that the City implemented. The conditions set forth required
the City to make available a day use permit open to the public and a shuttle system to transport
people between the beach and the remote parking areas. The City met the conditions of
approval and was granted a permit.

In 1986, the City applied for an amendment to the permit for the removal of the shuttle system.
The City contended that due to the loss of funds for the operation of the shuttle system it was
necessary to remove it. The Commission approved the removal of the shuttle system because
the City demonstrated that the shuttle system was lightly used and the remote parking areas
were within walking distance, thus showing that beach access would not be hampered by the
removal of the shuttle system.

Hermosa Beach'’s residential parking permit is still in use today. The permits come in the form of
a decal that is affixed to the vehicle for a cost $40.00. Permits are valid from March 1 to February
28 each year. A prorated rate to half price is offered for permit purchases after September 1 of
each year. Both residents and employees of the district can purchase a permit with proof of
residency or employment.

Residents may purchase a decal for each vehicle that is registered in their name and one
transferable guest permit per residence per year, as long as one has not already been issued to
the address.
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Permits allow residents to park in yellow posted metered spaces without paying the meter rate
or in one hour metered spaces beyond the one-hour time limit. Permits are not valid at two-hour
spaces, which are to remain open for public use. Permits are also not exempt from street
sweeping regulations.

SEAL BEACH

Another city that has successfully implemented a preferential parking district is the City of Seal
Beach. However, unlike other cities, our research indicates that the City’'s residential permit
program precedes the Coastal Act of 1976; therefore, the City's preferential parking permit
program appears to be grandfathered in.

Upon conducting research, Walker found an ordinance (Ordinance No. 631) from 1963 that
amends Chapter 13 “Motor Vehicles and Traffic” of the City of Seal Beach's municipal code. In
short, the ordinance allows for the City to set limits on parking and allow for residential parking
permits to be used in the parking limited areas.

Similar to other cities, residents who purchased a permit were given a decal to affix onto the
car’s windshield. Permits were valid for one year from the date of purchase, and the program
was administered by the police department.

Today, parking permits are still being issued, per the City’s website, mostly in District 1 the Old
Town part of the City. The cost is $15 for a residential permit and $20 for a guest permit. Permits
are only issued with proof of valid driver’s license, car registration, and proof of residency such
as a ufility bill.

CONCLUSIONS

Based on our research, we suggest several takeaways from the approach of cities that have
succeeded in implementing preferential parking districts.

1. Demonstrate that non-beach users are occupying the streets slated for the parking
district and that the parking behavior of these users is what the city’'s parking permit policy
seeks to address.

2. Show that the areais lacking in residential off-street parking per today’s standards. Santa
Monica did this by demonstrating that the proposed district is composed of residential
development from the 1920s to 1950s, which had limited or insufficient parking

3. Show that the public will not be entirely excluded from parking on-street in the district.
Limits to evening parking may be acceptable, but limits in effect 24 hours a day are
unlikely to be accepted. For example, in 2003, Santa Monica allowed for two-hour limited
public parking during the day, but residential permit parking only after 6PM.

While we found that cities have had success in implementing preferential parking districts in the
coastal zone, we did not find any examples of recent approvals. It seems that the Coastal
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Commission has leaned away from approving these types of programs in recent years.
Conversations over the course of our research confirmed this impression.

It is important to note that although the Coastal Commission has approved preferential districts
in the past based on the criteria discovered through our research; past performance is not
indicative of future results. Each issue and location is addressed on a case-by-case basis, and
precedents are not necessarily set by past rulings. Therefore, it is important to note that a strong
case, and not necessarily using the same formula as other cities, must be made for any changes
that may affect coastal access.

Furthermore, the City of Santa Monica is currently in the process of updating its Local Coastal
Permit (LCP). The update comes in light of major developments that have occurred since 1992
(when the City last updated its LCP) especially the introduction of Metro’s Expo light rail line. In
keeping with the City's Land Use and Circulation Element (LUCE), the City is focusing on ways to
reduce vehicle trips and parking demand, thereby relieving congestion and promoting clean
air. It is concentrating heavily on making a case for alternative transportation as a viable
alternative for accessing the coast. In other words, the City is trying to make the case that
access to the coast does not mean simply building more parking at the coast. Further, not all
access to the coast should be provided by automobile.

The City of Santa Monica is working on demonstrating that they have many public
transportation options, plenty of parking in the Downtown area, which is still accessible from the
beach, and an improved pedestrian and expansion bicycle path, lane, and bicycle parking
network. Should Santa Monica succeed in demonstrating that accessing the coast does not
only mean parking, then the City of Long Beach could attempt to make a case for potential
preferential parking districts in the coastal zone using similar arguments. The City of Long Beach
has great public transportation in Metro’s Blue Line, the City appears to have much parking
downtown, and the City has even made improvements to the parking near the beach, such as
creating angled parking along Ocean Boulevard which increases access to the coast as it adds
parking supply, presumably with no additional parking demand.
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Internet Sources:
https://www.smgov.net/Departments/PCD/Plans/Local-Coastal-Plan-Update/

https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2003/4/T11a-4-2003.pdf

http://www.hermosabch.org/index.aspxepage=231

http://dpw.co.santa-cruz.ca.us/Home/ParkingPrograms.aspx

http://pubrec.ci.seal-beach.ca.us/WebLink8/Browse.aspxestartid=1797&&dbid=0

http://www.cityofsantacruz.com/home/showdocument2id=2516

http://dpw.co.santa-cruz.ca.us/Home/ParkingPrograms/PermitsTypes/Residential.aspx
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